
MINUTES OF THE PLANNING COMMITTEE 

A MEETING 
Thursday 25 June 2020 at 7.30pm 

Present: Councillors Walsh (Chair), Davis, Kalu, Adefiranye, Sorba and Paschoud 

Apologies: Councillor Curran and Councillor Holland 

 

1. Minutes  

 

The minutes of the last meeting were held as an accurate record 

 

2. Declarations of Interest 

 

No interests were declared by Members. Councillor Mallory declared on interest on 

Item 6 as a neighbour of the address/application in question. 

 

3. 60 Erlanger Road, SE14 5TG DC/20/115496 

 

The proposal was for the construction of a single storey rear and side extension (wrap 

around) at 60 Erlanger Road, SE14, together with relocation of the existing timber gate 

at the side boundary wall. The presenting Planning Officer gave a presentation on the 

application: 

 

The key planning consideration for determination of the application was the principal 

of development, design, impact on heritage asset and neighbour amenity.  

 

The principal of development was considered acceptable. With regards to design of 

the proposed development, officers were satisfied that the design was of high quality. 

The materials used for the design were also considered acceptable. No concerns were 

raised by the conservation officer in regards to the heritage asset and the impact of 

the proposal. The new location of the gate was also considered acceptable- the 

existing brick wall will be re-planed and used to fix the resulting gap in the brick wall. 

The development will not result in any material harm to the neighbouring properties. 

The proposal will be of high quality design materials. It will preserve the current 

appearance of the dwelling and conservation area.  

 

The approval of the application was recommended in accordance with the conditions 

set out in the officer report. 

 

The agent on behalf of the applicant gave a presentation in support of the approval of 

the application: 

 

As the property is in a conservation area and is visible from the street, the architects 

were advised that a pre-application meeting would be beneficial. There was a positive 

pre-application meeting as the wrap-around extension was designed to be compliant 

with the Lewisham SPG on extensions and out-buildings. The principal of building 

extensions or altering buildings in a conservation area was not resisted- the existing 



side-bay window would be retained and was recommended to be retained in any 

revisions.  

 

Neighbouring boundary walls were taken into consideration and are designed in line 

with the SPG. Some critical feedback was for applicants to explore a more lightweight 

material than the brick work previously shown in the pre-application. 

 

A planning application was submitted in January with the external material change to 

a lightweight, high quality timber cladding. For the design and detail of the cladding, 

the timber is ensured to weather well, have a long lifespan and require no 

maintenance. A neighbour raised an objection to the material regarding the durability 

and maintenance of the product which the agents strongly believe is unfounded. In 

order to try to alleviate their concerns a side wall constructed of brick was suggested, 

but this offer was not taken up. They also mentioned that no representative from the 

Telegraph Hill Society had responded to the application until 3 hours before the 

Committee meeting which left inadequate time to respond. 

 

The agents and applicant noted the Council recommendation to approve the 

application and have received 9 letters of support. 

 

There were 2 Objectors who shared their allocated time to object to the application. 

It was stated that the contention was that undue weight has been placed on the SPG 

and its references to modern high quality design. The SPG itself states that character 

is of great importance when proposing a development within a conservation area and 

that in such cases, proposals need to be in keeping with the scale, mass and detailing 

of the area including the use of sympathetic materials. DM policy 36, however, makes 

clear that the Council will not grant permission for an extension which is incompatible 

with the special characteristics of the area, its buildings, form and materials. There is 

no exemption there for modern high quality design. It is the opinion of the objectors 

that it reflects none of the characters of the area and is wholly incongruous.  

The second objector requested that the new extension be built in the same location as 

the previous extension, which was built almost 50 years ago, and that it be built more 

sympathetically towards to original construction and period of the house. Their main 

concern was that as direct neighbours the work will need to take place to rebuild the 

wall given the lifespan of the cladding products and for treatment and repair purposes. 

The British Standard and Research data that they submitted showed that the service 

life of Siberian cladding is just 15-30 years. They stated that the statement by the 

architect that Siberian larch has a lifespan of 50-100 years long is untrue. The flank 

wall could only be rebuilt and repaired from the neighbouring property, the objectors 

stated. 

 

Members asked questions and received responses from officers, the applicant and 

objectors: 

 

In regards to the policy objections raised, the Planning Officer assured that the 

application does consider the impact on the building and wider conservation area and 

that DM 31 and 36 have been taken into account as well as further policies regarding 

alterations. Together with the conservation officer advice and further analysis of the 

proposal, it was concluded that whilst the extension will be larger than existed because 

of the addition to the side of the building, it fits with the site and the building and it 



complements the building rather than trying to replicate its original features- also that 

it was not going to cause significant harm to the conservation area.  

 

Regarding the quality of materials- this was not something a policy is seeking to 

quantify, i.e. the lifespan, so is not a planning material consideration. How that material 

would age depends on the level of care by the applicant. The owner was willing to do 

the necessary upkeep to maintain it to its maximum lifespan where possible. It was 

also said that on the point of needing neighbouring access to build, the two interested 

parties would need to come to an agreement on how they would best deal with the 

issue. 

 

The conservation officer was consulted on the application and had the opportunity to 

review and feedback their thoughts on the proposed development. They were satisfied 

with the application and that the height, massing and materials to be used would not 

cause any harm to the conservation area. Based on that assessment, officers had 

made their own assessment of the design and agreed with what the conservation 

officer had said. 

 

The Legal Adviser stated the Committee needed to note that the duty was not just to 

solely to enhance the conservation area but also to preserve it. Also, if when reaching 

that judgement, the Committee concluded that it neither preserves nor enhances the 

area that does not mean that the application needed to be refused.  It is a matter that 

attracts significant weight under the MPPF 195/196- but was not necessarily the end 

of the matter. 

 

Councillors moved the motion that the proposed rear extension by reason of its siting, 

design and materials represents an unsympathetic and discordant addition which 

would fail to preserve the character and appearance of the conservation area and in 

the absence of significant public benefit, the proposal runs contrary to DM Policies 30, 

31 and 36 of the Development Management Plan and paragraph 196 of the MPPF, so 

therefore the application should be refused. 

 

The Chair called for a vote. 4 Councillors voted in favour of the motion and 1 voted 

against the application. There was one abstention due to lateness to the meeting. 

 

RESOLVED the application is refused. 

 

4. Former Deptford Police Station, 114-116 AMERSHAM VALE, LONDON, SE14 6LG  

DC/19/111720 

 

The proposed application was for external alterations to the former Deptford Police 

Station, 114-116 Amersham Vale SE14, including the demolition of existing rear 

outbuildings in association with the alteration and conversion of part of the ground floor 

and the floors above to provide 9 self-contained dwellings (4 x 1 bed, 4 x 2 bed 

and 1 x 3 bed) together with associated cycle parking, refuse storage and outdoor 

amenity space. 

Also, Listed Building Consent was proposed for external alterations to the former 

Deptford Police Station, 114-116 Amersham Vale SE14, including the demolition of 

existing rear outbuildings in association with the alteration and conversion of part of 

the ground floor and the floors above to provide 9 self-contained dwellings (4 x 1 bed, 



4 x 2 bed and 1 x 3 bed) together with associated cycle parking, refuse storage and 

outdoor amenity space. 

 

The presenting Planning Officer gave a presentation and a summary of the report. 

 

The key planning considerations were principle of development – loss of studio 

workspace; housing quality; noise and disturbance – impact on retained workspace; 

urban design and impact on heritage assets; transport; impact on adjoining properties; 

sustainable development – flood risk; and planning obligations. 

 

The officer stated there would be studio workspace maintained above ground, 540sqm 

retained. The conversion would however result in the loss of existing occupied 

workspace. As set out in the report, an important consideration in this regard was the 

appeal decision of an application from February which proposed complete conversion 

of 100% of the workspace into residential units. In that appeal decision, the inspector 

found no conflict with the policy development plans and no protection afforded to the 

existing employment units. 

 

The self-contained apartments were to contribute to the borough’s housing 

requirements and all spaces would meet the internal space standards and were 

considered to meet an acceptable level of amenity. 

 

A sound investigation report was undertaken by the applicant at the request of officers 

because of the nearby residential space being built. This identified the mitigation 

measures which would be required to prevent unacceptable measures of noise coming 

out of the studio into residential units. 

 

In terms of urban design and impact on heritage assets, it was a Grade II listed building. 

The Council’s conservation officer had raised no objection to the proposed alterations 

and they were considered to be acceptable. Some of the internal alterations involved 

the removal of later insensitive additions such as the stud partition walls and 

suspended ceilings. Officer’s recommendation was that the development would result 

in less than substantial harm. In regards to the principal of the agent of change, officers 

were satisfied that the residential space would not compromise the continued use of 

the studio workspace.  

 

The development would be car free- the officer stated that cycle parking was available 

within the rear yard area and visitor parking available nearby. 

 

It was an existing building, with no new build element proposed. The existing windows 

and relativity to neighbours would remain the same. The introduction of balconies had 

not been considered, given the separation distances involved, to result in an 

unacceptable impact to any adjoining properties. 

 

In terms of sustainable development, the application property lay within a flood risk 

zone 3, however, the environmental agency had confirmed that the site is protected by 

the Thames tideway barrier. 

 

Officers had worked hard to agree appropriate mitigation with the applicant, 

recognising there would be a loss of employment floor space, so applying the relevant 



policies to secure a contribution of £281,000 which would be for training and local 

employment.  

 

The officer recommendation was to grant planning permission and Listed Building 

Consent subject to conditions and completion of the section 106 agreement. 

 

The agent for the applicant also spoke in favour of the application. They stated that in 

considering the issue of whether the artist studio should be retained, the inspector did 

conclude that he had given careful consideration to the matter and that there would 

not be any conflict with policy. 

 

Whilst there was not currently policy protection, this scheme did retain that the 540sqm 

of space was for the studios. This was mainly a residential area and was not part of a 

creative cluster of buildings or space, so the mixed use approach was providing much 

needed housing alongside the studio use. 

 

The proposal had been substantially revised since the refusal of the previous 

application. All reasons for refusal have been addressed in the new application. There 

are now 9 dwellings instead of the previous 22. The previously intended new building 

to the rear had been omitted entirely to preserve the character and setting of the listed 

building. And the internal layouts had been revised to retain as much of the existing 

historic fabric as possible. 

 

There was no objector for this application so officers responded to questions from 

members stating the following: 

 

The entire building was Grade II listed, so alterations which affect the building would 

require listed building consent. With the proposed works the building listing would 

remain the same. 

 

It is not unusual for new developments and builds to be car free, particularly in a 

location with high public transport accessibility. Officers were satisfied that there would 

be no increase in need for parking. 

 

After the roll call vote, 4 Councillors voted in favour and 2 voted against. 

 

RESOLVED the application was granted. 

 

 

5. 49 Carholme Road DC/19/114566 

 

The presenting Planning Officer gave a presentation on the proposed application. 

 

The proposal was for the construction of 2, part two/part three storey, two bedroom 

dwelling houses and a garage on the land adjacent to 49 Carholme Road SE23, 

together with a single storey rear infill extension to the existing house. 

 

The key planning considerations for this development were the principle of the 

proposed development; urban design; standard of accommodation; impacts upon 

neighbouring amenity; transport/highways; natural environment. 

 



In terms of the principle, the proposal would help to meet housing need which was 

discussed throughout policies 3.3, 3.5 and 3.8 of the current London plan. DM policy 

33 recognised that street frontages including gardens to the side of houses were 

recognised as infilled development sites. The policies were supportive of residential 

developments of these sites, subject to an assessment of the design and character, 

standard of accommodation and the effects upon the neighbours. Officers considered 

that the high quality of the proposed design mitigated the impact. The scale and mass 

of the proposed development was appropriate for the location and would not 

overwhelm the neighbouring properties. 

 

The proposed units were in line with the required space standards and were 

considered to provide good levels of outlook and daylight for future occupiers. The 

alterations proposed to the existing house would require the removal of one internal 

wall, and the construction of a conservatory extension. These alterations had been 

demonstrated to ensure acceptable levels of natural light and outlook would be 

maintained by the existing dwelling. 

 

The proposal would retain one off-street parking space for the exiting dwelling house. 

No off-street parking would be provided for the 2 new dwellings. 2 cycle parking spaces 

would be provided for each proposed dwellings which would also have green roofs. 

 

The proposed development was not considered by planning officers to be overbearing 

to neighbouring properties or amenities. Two trees and 8 shrubs would be lost by the 

proposed development, but neither of these trees are protected in any way, they were 

considered to be low quality by the arboriculturalist report. The proposed landscaping 

scheme would provide new planting throughout the site. If Members were minded to 

grant permission, a condition could be used to require the applicant to provide and 

equal amount and quality of trees from the loss. 

 

In conclusion, the officer stated that the application was considered to be acceptable 

under the conditions regarding landscaping and materials, the application is 

acceptable in terms of standard of accommodation, design, impacts upon 

neighbouring properties, transport and natural environment. The Committee was 

recommended to approve the application. 

 

An objection was received with concerns of flood risk to which officers respond that 

the proposal must be assessed against policies in a consistent way to other 

applications under NPPF requirements on flood risk zone 1 areas. 

 

The agent presented as a representative of the applicant. He stated that the internal 

layout of the development is a split level, open plan and is developed to provide quality 

and modern environment which would be considered to be a highly desirable and 

contemporary way of living. The size, proportion and arrangement of the proposed 

development takes inspiration from the existing terrace. 

 

The objector’s statement was read out in the meeting. The objector had raised 

concerns about flood risk. He stated that the risk is higher than suggested in the officer 

report and said that the basement rooms would be flooded on a regular basis to the 

height of at least 1.29m below ground level. The floods the objector referenced were 

in the 90s and he provided photographs of a flood from 2014. The objector also stated 



that the flat roofs of the proposed developments as well as front elevation of the road 

were out of character on Carholme Road so should also be considered. 

 

The officer responded that the flood risk issue raised by the objector could be a surface 

water and localised issue, given its index of Flood Risk zone 1, which indicates least 

prone to flooding. The 1 in 1000 year probability, mentioned in the report, of flooding 

considered the severity and likelihood of flooding. The flash flooding issue could be 

taken up with the appropriate authorities. However, the committee were urged to 

consider the policy framework when deciding the outcome of the application. 

 

Councillors moved to agree the recommendations. 3 Councillors voted in favour of the 

recommendations and 2 Councillors voted against and 1 abstained.  

 

RESOLVED that the application was granted. 

• Natural  

6. 36 Old Road, London, SE13 5SR DC/19/114767 

 

The presenting officer gave a presentation on the application. 

 

The proposal was an application under Section 73 of the Town and Country Planning 

Act 1990 to remove condition 5 (Code for Sustainable Homes Rating Level 4) of 

planning permission DC/14/87793 granted on 13th November 2014 for the demolition 

of existing workshop buildings at 36 Old Road SE13 and the construction of 9, three 

storey, four bedroom houses, a car shelter providing 12 parking spaces, cycle and bin 

storage. 

 

The key planning considerations were principle of development and sustainable 

development. Officers were satisfied that both are of an acceptable standard. The 

officer recommendation was that the application was granted with existing conditions 

being imposed. An addendum was also issued, so the conditions listed in the report 

may have to have been amended in accordance with the addendum. 

 

There was no applicant for this item. The objector stated that the committee should 

consider the Council’s sustainability principles. The rear windows of the new hoses did 

not have the smoked glass covered by condition 18 of the planning approval. This 

could be the result of the pre-planning consultation which was only sent to a few 

affected homes in the area. The windows also would not be fully opening. The overall 

lack of communication in this process had made it difficult for neighbours to voice their 

concerns about the proposed development. Objectors requested reassurance that the 

current glass on the windows will be a permanent feature and not something that could 

never be replaced by the developer or by future residents- also, reassurance of 

willingness on the developer’s part to replace the clear glass in the 4 properties that 

still had it. 

 

Councillor Mallory briefly spoke under standing orders on the application. He stated 

that the lack of presence of the developer at the committee meeting was indicative of 

the lack of communication the objector had previously referenced. Because of the 

change in regulations, there seemed to be less requirement to oversee the 

development, so it was allowed to resume without any apparent oversight of it, in 



particular, the windows. He recommended that the application be refused on the 

grounds of continuing work without yet achieving the revised planning permissions, but 

if permission was granted the conditions should be reviewed so that the issues around 

privacy are solved. 

 

Officers responded that the buildings that have been completed were different to the 

previous buildings because of the change regulations. Sustainability had not been 

impacted or changed as a result of this change. The application from 2014 had a 

condition attached which required only a number of units to have obscured glass fitted, 

to which the applicant has complied. Those with lack of privacy due to overlooking 

were fitted with obscured glass. 

 

The Planning Enforcement team would be asked to carry out a review of the site to 

ensure that it is in compliance with the various conditions that have been imposed on 

the planning permission. 

 

Councillors moved the recommendations as outlined in the report. 

 

All councillors voted in favour of the recommendations. 

 

RESOLVED that the application is granted. 

 

The meeting finished 10.43pm 

 

 

 

 

 

 


